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ROYBAL-ALLARD changed their vote
from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the motion to recommit was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall

No. 829, I was unavoidably detained. Had I
been present, I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, yesterday I

was unavoidably detained in my district, but
had I been present, I would have voted ‘‘aye’’
on both rollcall votes 822 and 823.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, today be-

cause of inclement weather and airport
delays, I was delayed on two votes.

For H.R. 2564, I would have voted
‘‘yes’’; and for H.R. 2099 I would have
voted ‘‘yes.’’
f
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LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM
(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I would
ask my friend, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ARMEY], to explain the
schedule this afternoon and for tomor-
row. If we are going on Amtrak tomor-
row, I would ask the gentleman, why
can we not do it today? It is 1 o’clock
in the afternoon and we have a good
part of the day left.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, this last
vote is the last vote of the day. The
Committee on Rules will be meeting at
2:30 or later this afternoon to write a
rule on the Amtrak legislation that we
intend to bring up tomorrow. We do
not anticipate any vote on Friday or
Monday.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, if I can re-
claim my time, I ask unanimous con-
sent that we bring the Amtrak bill up
today. There would not be any objec-
tion on this side of the aisle. We would
be happy to take it up today. We do not
need a rule, unless the gentleman plans
to close the rule. We do not need a rule.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EM-
ERSON). The Chair is unable to recog-
nize the gentleman for that unani-
mous-consent request.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I would
ask the gentleman to yield for the pur-
poses of inquiring of my good friend,
the gentleman from Texas, the distin-
guished whip on the majority side, are
we going to bring up the securities re-
form legislation?

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman from Michigan will continue to
yield, we intend to bring up that piece
of legislation sometime next week.

Mr. DINGELL. Next week, not to-
morrow or Thursday, Friday?

Mr. DELAY. Sometime next week.
Mr. DINGELL. Would it come up

Monday or Tuesday of next week?
Mr. DELAY. We have not set the

schedule for next week, but it would be
sometime next week.

Mr. DINGELL. I thank the gen-
tleman.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, and under a previous order of
the House, the following Members will
be recognized for 5 minutes each.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mrs. SCHROEDER addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

RECOMMITTING THE VA–HUD AP-
PROPRIATIONS CONFERENCE RE-
PORT WILL ALLOW FOR THE
GREATER PROTECTION OF THE
ENVIRONMENT
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I was
very pleased to see that the VA–HUD
appropriations conference report,
which, of course, includes funding for
the Environmental Protection Agency,
was recommitted to conference today,
primarily because of two provisions re-
lated to the Environmental Protection
Agency. One is that the amount of
money that is appropriated to the EPA
is probably one of the lowest amounts
for any agency, and specifically with
regard to enforcement, there is a 25-
percent cut in terms of the EPA’s en-
forcement.

Already we know that the EPA has
cut back significantly on inspections
and on enforcement because of the
level of funding that they have re-
ceived pursuant to the continuing reso-
lution. In other words, as we proceed in
trying to put together an appropria-
tions bill for the EPA, less money can
be spent on a monthly basis since Octo-
ber 1, because we have not had an ap-
propriations bill signed into law.

Mr. Speaker, the point I was trying
to make is that this conference report,
which fortunately was sent back to
conference today, cuts back on EPA’s

enforcement ability by about 25 per-
cent. Since we are already into fiscal
year 1996 and we are operating on a
continuing resolution which signifi-
cantly cuts back the amount of money
available to the EPA, already inspec-
tions and other enforcement actions
have been reduced at the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. This 25-per-
cent cut in enforcement will simply
magnify that problem.

What it means essentially is that, al-
though we have good environmental
laws on the books, they cannot be en-
forced. Polluters will go free, and there
will not be the ability for the EPA to
go in and even know exactly what is
going on, whether someone, for exam-
ple, is violating their discharge permit
into waters.

In addition to the problem with en-
forcement, this House has several
times, at least on two occasions now,
voted to take out riders that were in
the EPA appropriations bill which I
characterize as anti-environment, be-
cause they prohibit the agency from
actually enforcing certain actions pur-
suant to the current law. Yet, we know
that of the 17 House riders that were in
the EPA appropriations bill, two of
them remain in the conference report,
and at least half of them have been
placed into what we call report lan-
guage. They are not actually in the
law, but they are placed in the con-
ference report, and normally Federal
agencies have some sort of requirement
to try to go along with what the re-
port, what the conference report lan-
guage says.

Specifically, there are two provi-
sions, two of the riders that are still in
the bill and I hope will be taken out
when this bill goes back to conference.
One of the two would essentially say
that the EPA has no ability to enforce
wetlands protection. Right now the
EPA has the authority under certain
circumstances to permit the filing in of
wetlands where the agency feels there
has been substantial or will be substan-
tial detriment to the environment.
That has been taken out; that rider is
still in the bill, but that prohibits the
agency from providing any kind of wet-
lands protection.

The other rider that still is in the
bill is one that would prohibit the des-
ignation of new Superfund sites. Again,
if we are supposed to use a scientific
basis, which we traditionally have, for
deciding whether or not a hazardous
waste site would be put on the national
priority list for Superfund status, then
there is no reason why an appropria-
tions bill, or a conference report in this
case, should specifically say that no
new Superfund site can be designated.

In addition, through, Mr. Speaker,
there are at least another eight or nine
riders that are put into what we call
report language. These are essentially
loopholes that are created to provide
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special treatment; for example, utili-
ties and other industries seeking to
prevent the EPA from expanding its
disclosure program under the Commu-
nity Right To Know Act, refineries fac-
ing compliance with air toxic emission
standards, cement kilns that burn haz-
ardous waste, air permitting programs
for the State of Virginia,
bioengineering plants, State audit
shields for polluters, natural gas proc-
essors. In each case there is conference
language requesting the EPA to create
loopholes or other special treatment in
these various categories.

Essentially, Mr. Speaker, I believe
very strongly that since agencies are
supposed to follow the dictates of the
appropriators, this shift to report lan-
guage, taking the riders out of the
statute but putting in the report lan-
guage, really means that a lot of the
damage will still be done to the envi-
ronment. I hope that the conferees,
when this bill goes back to committee,
will make some additional changes so
we have more money for environmental
protection.
f

THE OCCUPATION OF BOSNIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I want to
spend some time this afternoon and
talk to us about the occupation of
Bosnia. The President has already de-
cided that we are going to be sending
troops into Bosnia, approximately the
number of 20,000, under the alleged
peacekeeping mission. However, I
think as we see the events of Bosnia
unfold, we are starting to realize that
there are many questions unanswered,
in that the direction of those questions
and the partial answers that we are re-
ceiving is saying that this is not a
peacekeeping effort, and that this is a
peacemaking effort which will prob-
ably result in an occupation unless we
take some drastic changes of direction
now.

Mr. Speaker, this is a big concern, I
think, to every American. If it is not
on their thoughts today, it should be.
It will be tomorrow. I think it is a
well-known fact now in the media and
in Congress that the President is going
to send troops to Bosnia. He has the
constitutional authority to send those
troops. He has thought this out. It has
been planned in the Pentagon. There
will be troops before the end of the
year in Bosnia.

It is very frustrating for a Member of
Congress, because we are unable to
stop this action. We have repeatedly
voted to stop from sending troops to
Bosnia, yet every effort on the part of
the Congress has been met with dis-
dain, with the turning from our advice,
and the President has not yet come to
us with the arguments, with the right
ideas, with the right plan in order to
gain not only the support of Congress,
but the support of the American public.

Some of the questions that are aris-
ing out of this tragic mistake that we
are about to make are, No. 1, the Presi-
dent says there will be casualties.
There are risks involved. I think this
Member of Congress and others would
like to know what is the acceptable
level of casualties in Bosnia. Is it 1,300
troops per day? Is it the loss of 250
young men and women each day we are
over there? Is that acceptable?

I can tell you what is acceptable in
Kansas, in the Fourth District of Kan-
sas. It is zero. No casualties. But that
is not what we have heard. There will
be casualties, but we do not know how
many.
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Another thing is that we were told
that it is going to be 20,000 troops, but
now we are finding out that it may be
30,000, maybe 35,000. There will be some
held in float. There will be some sta-
tioned nearby. According to the War
College, it takes seven troops to sup-
port one combat troop. So if it is 20,000,
that means it is 140,000 with support
personnel. If it is 30,000, it goes up to
210,000. Pretty soon, we are talking
about a quarter of a million people, and
they are in there for the alleged dura-
tion, which is supposed to be 12
months.

Will there be a rotation? If there is a
rotation, where will the training take
place? Does that mean that there is
now a half a million troops involved? If
so, what would happen if North Korea
should cross the border and what would
happen if Saddam Hussein again
crosses another border? What would
happen if a conflict occurs in Yugo-
slavia or some other place like Macedo-
nia?

This country is not funded in the De-
partment of Defense to handle a two-
scenario conflict. Regardless of what
the leadership in the administration
has said, it is simply not there. Mem-
bers of the Pentagon know that.

If this is an occupation, which it ap-
pears to be leaning towards, 20,000 is
not enough. Probably 200,000 is more
like what it will take, just ground
troops. What is the mission here?

Another question is, what is the geo-
graphical area that we will be required
to defend? Is it near the hottest area?
Near the Serbs? Mr. Speaker, we have
already had air strikes on the Serbs.
There are some 40,000 to 60,000 rogue
Serbs who do not agree with the peace
agreement, and we will be near there.
Our troops are planned to land at
Tuzla, which is just about a mile from
the Serb current locations. A mortar
round can travel a mile.

Other questions are, is the duration
of 12 months enough? We have had a
century’s old conflict and we think we
can solve it in 12 months? What fire-
power will we have there? What is the
funding level? It started out at $1 bil-
lion. It is now up to $3 billion. Would it
not be more economical in terms of
human lives to offer to rebuild the en-
tire country with this $3 billion instead

of spending it on troops, putting them
in harm’s way and accepting some level
of casualties?

There are many more questions. One
is the question of leadership. Will
America not be a leader if we back
away from this? There are many ways
to lead, through NATO and through
other ways. We can lead through air
power, through intelligence, through
strategy, through logistical support.
We have many ways that we can lead.
But to send troops into harm’s way
without the support of the American
public, without the support of the
America people, the Congress, the an-
swer is no, Mr. President.
f

BUDGET RECONCILIATION BILL
LIMITS OPPORTUNITIES FOR
AMERICANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, we
are in the midst, during these next cou-
ple of days, of making a recommitment
to the American people that we are
now serious about a budget reconcili-
ation process that takes away the stri-
dency and the gross imbalance that the
present bill has offered.

I voted against the Budget Reconcili-
ation Act that has been proposed by
the majority in this House. This is not
to say that the consequences of not
balancing a budget is not of great con-
cern.

I have been to my district. I have dis-
cussed the issue with a myriad of con-
stituents: working Americans, also in-
dividuals who are looking to become
independent, transitioning themselves
maybe from public housing, from being
recipients of welfare. But as they look
to become independent and as working
families are looking to become strong-
er, the Budget Reconciliation Act says
to them that we will not join you in
partnership.

This bill drastically cuts housing op-
portunities for affordable housing. This
bill drastically cuts opportunities for
poor working families to receive an
earned income tax credit. What we may
be saying sounds like a continuous re-
cording sound, droning on and on. But
what it actually does is impacts the
lives of working and living Americans.
It jeopardizes the fragile relationship
of survival, whether they survive today
or whether they do not survive tomor-
row.

We find that when we cast aspersions
and criticisms on those who receive
welfare, this Budget Reconciliation
Act, along with the proposed welfare
reform plan, cuts child care, cuts job
training, and disregards the oppor-
tunity for encouraging businesses and
others to employ now present welfare
recipients by providing a tax incentive
to hire such persons. We find in the
Budget Reconciliation Act that the job
program that helped youth be em-
ployed during the summer the last
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